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ABSTRACT

The 1985 legislation (PA 84-126) creating Local
School Improvement Councils (LSIC) and annual local school budget
hearings laid the foundation for meaningful citizen involvement in
the Chicago Public Schools. This legislation had two components: (1)
annual school site budget hearings required in each school in which
citizens, parents, and teachers vote on the proposed school budget
for the following year; and (2) the creation of LSICs at each public
school with specific rights and responsibilities over curriculum,
personnel, and budget issues. The major finding of this second
assessment is that the Chicago Board of Education has not adequately
implemented either component of PA 84-126 and gives little indication
that it has any intention of doing so in the future. The second
budget hearings were a sham in 1986 and they were a sham in 1987. The
administration continues to obstruct the LSICs' ability to function
as intended by the legislation. The central recommendation of this
assessment is that the Illinois Legislature must hold the board fully
accountable to see that this legislation is implemented. Appendices
constitute over half of the report and contain hearing results and
survey forms. (MLF)
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The 1985 legislation, introduced by House Speaker Michael Madigan
creating Local School Improvement Councils (LSIC) and annual local school
budget hearings, laid the foundation for meaningful citizen involvement in
the Chicago Public Schools. This legislation had two components:

1) Annual school site budget hearings required in each Chicago Public
School in which citizens, parents, and teachers vote on the proposed
school budget for the following year

2) The creation of Local School Improvement councils (LSIC) at each
public school with specific rights and responsibilities over
curriculum, personnel, and budget issues

Last spring, the Chicago Panel on Public School Policy and Finance
published School Budget Hearing Assessment, a comprehensive assessment
of the first year’s implementation of school site budget hearings. The
other component of PA 84-126, Local School Improvement Councils, were so
minimally implementated that the Panel could not adequately evaluate them
until this year.

The central finding of the Panel’s 1986 assessment was thai the
Chicago Public Schools adequately implemented the first year of the local
budget hearings except for its unwillingness to change any budgets to meet
local school objections. However, the report also pointed to numerous
problems which needed to be corrected in order to fully implement this
aspect of PA 84-126.

This second report assesses the Board’s success in implementing both
the Budget Hearing and the Local School Improvement Council requirements
of PA 84-126 during its second year of implementation.

The major finding of this second assessment is that the Chicago Board
of Education has not adequately implemented either component of PA 84-126
and gives little indication that it has any intention of doing so in the
future. Although there have been considerable improvements made in the
budget materials sent home to parents and those used at the hearings, and
a genuine effort to involve Local School Improvement Councii presidents in
Board provided budget workshops; these changes only involve process and do
not change the product. The second budget hearings were a sham in 1986
and they were a sham in 1987. The administration continues to obstruct
the Local School Improvement Councils’ ability to function as intended by
the legislation. The central recommendation of this assessment is that
the Illinois Legislaiure must hold the Board fully accountable to see that
this legislation is implemented as intented, and if the Board’s actions
are not acceptable, other legislation to strengthen local accountability
and school improvement must be forthcoming.
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Other findings contained in this report and discussed in the following
pages are:

More than 9,000 people attended local school budget hearings in
1987.

The Bc..d ad justed no budgets for the second year.

The decrease in rejected budgets did not indicate an increase in
community satisfaction with the public schools.

Hispanic parents used the budget hearing disapproval process to voice
their complaints at twice the rate of other parents.

The local budget hearings were conducted more effectively this year
largely due s0 duel training of principals and LSIC presidents.
The narrow definition of discretionary funds has seriously diminished

the Local School Improvement Councils’ power.

In addition to the legislature holding the Board accountable for its
inactions in implementing PA 84-126, the Panel recommends:

Redefining the term "discretionary” to include all teaching
positions in excess of those required to meet contractual
teacher-pupil ratios, including those provided through Chapter I
and State Bilingual funds.

District Superintendents must closely monitor Local School Improvement
Council guidelines as implemented by the school principals.

The Chicago Board of Education must move towards allowing important
decisions about education to take place at the local school and in
doing so, initiate a three year pilot project in local school
autonomy to accomplish this goal.

i .7




FINDINGS

1. THE BOARD HAS FAILED TO MEET THE INTENTION OF PA 84-126

IN ITS iMPLEMENTATION OF THE SCHOOL SITE BUDGET HEARINGS.

Although many improvements recommended by the City-Wide
Committee on School Budgeting were implemented in 1987, the intention
of PA 84-126 te significantly advance school accountability was not
met. The Board’s Department of Financial Planning and Budgeting
incorporated in its materials many of the recommended changes to make
the budget documents more understandable. LSIC presidents were
included in the budget hearing in-service training events and were
welcomed as partners in the hearing process. A new review process was
put in place which was intended to aid those at the local level in
meeting the objections of the voters at schools which disapproved
their budgets. Although the budget hearing mechanics improved
significantly over 1986, the outcomes did not. Several top
administrators, principals, and Board members publicly demeaned the
budget hearing process by encouraging the idea that it is was a waste
of time and by misrepresenting the actual costs of budget hearing
preparation.

THIS YEAR, 9,083 PEOPLE ATTENDED LOCAL SCHOOL BUDGET
HEARINGS, 2,185 FEWER THAN IN 1986.

Over 9,000 people chose to participate in local school hearings
despite active discouragement of parents by the top leadership of the
Chicago Public Schools, from the General Superintendent downwards.
However, many people across the city decided not to attend the 1987
budget hearings because of their disappointment at last year’s hearing
results,

AS IN 1986, THE BOARD ADJUSTED NO REJECTED BUDGETS.

The Chicago Board of Education was charged to "modif y the
budget as near as possible to meet the objections of the voters at the
meeting." For the second year in a row, no school budgets were
adjusted. Although a process for reviewing objections raised was put
in place this year, many administrators put off the hearing review
meeting disregarding the Board’s guidelines to hold all review
meetings by March 27th; others approached the meeting with the same
lack of good faith as was evident last year. Again the overwhelming
number of objections concerned inadequate textbook and supply f unding,
and again these objections were met with standardized responses,

FEWER BUDGETS WERE DISAPPROVED THIS YEAR BECAUSE
PAKTICIPANTS LACKED FAITH THAT THE BOARD WOULD REVISE
REJECTED BUDGETS.

In 1986, 66 schools rejected their budgets; in 1987, only 43

rejected them. Some Board members and administrators have interpreted
the decrease in disapproved budgets as an increase in citizen

iii
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satisfaction. However, participants at many schools who voted to
approve their budgets expressed the same dissatisfaction with

textbook, supply, and educational equipment allocations as those who
disapproved their budgets. Because no budgets were adjusted at the
second budget hearings last April, and the 1987 textbook and supply
funds were cut even after the community expressed a need for increased
funding, many participants felt it was futile to disapprove their
budgets.

TWICE AS MANY PREDOMINATELY HISPANIC SCHOOLS NEJECTED
THEIR 1987 BUDGETS AS DID EITHER PREDOMINATELY
BLACK OR WHITE SCHOOLS.

Hispanic parents used the budget hearing process to complain
about the conditions of their schools to a far greater extent than
either Black or White parents. In proportion to their total numbers,
12% of all predominately Hispanic Schools (50% or more Hispanic)
rejected their budgets compared to 6% of all predominately Black and
6% of all predominately White schools.

THE MANAGEMENT OF THIS YEAR’S BUDGET HEARINGS WAS

MUCH IMPROVED. LSIC PRESIDENTS AND PRINCIPALS SHARED

THE ROLE OF PRESENTOR AT THE BUDGET HEARINGS, AND
PARTICIPANTS RECEIVED BETTER AND MORE ACCURATE INFORMATION.

Because of the improved in-service training provided to both LSIC
presidents and principals, many school principals and LSIC presidents
felt a sense of partnership. This year, a considerable number of LSIC
presidents conducted their meetings. There was not the same feeling
of confusion about budgets as expressed last year. LSIC presidents
were much more confident about their role in the hearings and better
informed, and principals did a better job.

THE IMPLEMENTATION OF LOCAL SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT
COUNCIL LEGISLATION HAS BEEN UNNECESSARILY SLOW,
UNEVENLY CARRIED OUT, AND UNDERMINDED BY LACK OF
SUPPORT FROM THE GENERAL SUPERINTENDENT.

Almost two years after the passage of the legislation which
mandated Local School Improvement Councils, many councils are only
minimally operational. Despite the legal requirement to do so, a
majority of the councils surveyed by the Panel this Spring had never
had a proposal to spend discretionary funds submitted to them by their
building principals. Councils were unevenly obeying the mandates of
the legislation and the Board’s guidelines. Council composition and
principal attendance at meetings in many schools did not follow the
requirements as mandated by law. The General Superintendent has been
openly opposed to sharing authority. In a public meeting, instead of
emphasizing the value of a democratic process, the General
Superintendent, referring to a specific school, characterized parental
involvement in the budget process as, "we're letting parents turn down
requests for textbooks for their children."

v




8. THE BOARD GAVE LIP SERVICE TO ENCOURAGING MEANINGFUL
COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT WHILE AT THE SAME TIME EXCLUDED
CHAPTER I AND STATE BILINGUAL FUNDS FROM THE APPROVED
LIST OF DISCRETIONARY FUNDS, THUS SERIOUSLY ¥, s\DERMINING
THE ABILITY OF LOCAL SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT COUNCILS TO
PARTICIPATE IN REAL SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT.

The Board severely weakened the powers of the Local School
) Improvement Councils by disallowing Chapter I and State Bilingual
' funds from the list of discretionary funds. These disallowed funds
‘ accounted for millions of dollars of programs at the local level.
Ways to resolve the complaints of ECIA and Bilingual Council members
could have been found, but the Board chose to hide behind the
complaints and thus weaken parental and community involvement.




RECOMMENDATIONS

1.

2.

THE CHICAGO BOARD OF EDUCATION SHOULD BE REQUIRED
TO REPORT ANNUALLY TO THE LEGISLATURE ON THX
IMPLEMENTATION OF PA 84-126.

The Illinois State Board of Education has been charged with
implementing the 1985 reform legislation. It has not provided any
measurcable oversight of this important legislation mandating Local
School Improvement Councils and annual budget hearings. By refusing
to judge the adequacy of the Board’s interpretation of discretionary
funds, the State Board has abdicated its role. Furthermore, when the
Chicago Board of Education made no effort, good faith or otherwise, to
meet the objections of those school communities which rejected their
budgets both last year and in 1987, the State Board declined to
enforce this part of the legislation.

THE TERM "DISCRETIONARY FUNDS" SHOULD BE REDEFINED

TO INCLUDE ALL TEACHING POSITIONS IN EXCESS OF THOSE
REQUIRED TO MEET CONTRACTUAL PUPIL-TEACHER RATIOS,
INCLUDING THOSE PROVIDED THROUGH CHAPTER I AND STATE
BILINGUAL FUNDS.

Discretionary funds have been so narrowly defined as to create
the im,.ression that Local School Improvement Councils have no real
arenas of authority. The definition should be changed to read
"discretionary programming and funds" t- include all non-quota
instructional positions. Chapter I and State Bilingual funds account
for the vast majority of discretionary funds and their exclusion
weakens the Local School Improvement Councils. The concern ¢xpressed
by ECIA and Bilingua) Council leaders over loss of autonomy is
understandable, but their interests can be served and the legislative
intent of PA 84-126 can remain intact by including these funds as
discretionary. Local School Improvement Councils should include
members of their school’s ECIA and/or Bilingual council in their
membership.

DISTRICT SUPEXRINTENDENTS MUST CLOSELY MONITOR THE
IMPLEMENTATION OF GUIDELINES CONCERNING LOCAL SCHOOL
IMPROVEMENT COUNCILS TO SEE THAT ALL PRINCIPALS ARE
FOLLOWING THEM.

There is a cavalier disregard by many principals concerning the
rights of Local School Improvement Councils. Many LSIC presidents arc
confused by the guidelines and are not sure of their new rights and
responsibilities. This is further exacerbated by principals who
ignore or partialiy follow both the mandates, as desc-ibed in the law,
and the Board guidelines. Almost two years after this legislation was
mandated, an alarming number of councils have been deprived of their
rights.

vi
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4.

THE CHICAGO BOARD OF EDUCATION MUST MOVE TOWARDS
MAKING THE INDIVIDUAL SCHQO.. THE PLACE WHERE A
SIGNIFICANT NUMBER O~ DECISIONS ABOUT THE EDUCATION

OF CHILDREN TAKES PLACE. TO DO THIS THE BOARD SHOULD

INITIATE A THREE YEAR PILOT PROJECT IN LOCAL SCHOOL
AUTONOMY BEGINNING IN THE FALL OF 1987.

Beginning in 1987, a city-wide committee should be established
to sclect at least 46 schools, two from each district, to participate
in a voluntary pilot project over a three year period. A school
marnagement council should be estabiished at each schcol in the
project with considerable authority over curriculum, personnel and
budget issues. This council should be hglf parents and residents and
half staff, primarily teachers and the building principal. Each
council should make a needs assessment of the school and build a
school improvement plan based upon that assessment. The city-wide
committee should monitor, assist, and evaluate the pilot project.
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I. Budget Hearing Process - 1986 and 1987

This section of the report evaluates the Chicago Board of
Education’s response to recommendations for improvement made in the
Panel’s 1986 assessment report and evaluates the 1987 budget hearing
process.

A. Citizen Participation

1986: Last year, the Panel reported that 11,268 parents,
teachers, community members and others attended the local budget hearings
held at 537 schools across the city. Despite active disccuragement by
many district and school level staff, citizens came out in record numbers
to find out about and vote on their 1986-87 local school dudget. This
active discouragement took several forms:

1) Some high level administrators and school principals dismissed the
process as time wasting, costly, and serving no purpose. Some
district superintendents made it clear that if a school disapproved
its budget, it would reflect badly on the local principal.

2) Many principals discouraged participation by misleadingly telling
the parents that only two or three percent of the budget could be

changed and that they could have no influence on the programs of fered
at their school.

3) Some local school parent leaders, influenced by school officials,
discouraged participation by repeating the incorrect story about what
could be changed in the school budget, implying that coming to the
hearings was a waste of time. In fact, on the night of the hearings,
some parent leaders asked the meeting participants to approve the
budget so they would not have to hold a second meeting which would
cost the system money and make their principals look bad.

1987: This year 9,083 people attended the budget hearings, 2,000
fewer than last year. This may seem to be a disappointing number when, if
fact, it is remarkable. Despite the active discouragement of parents both
last year and this year, the failure of the Board to respond to any
disapproved budgets in 1986, and the Board’s disregard for the
overwhelming need for textbook and supply increases as expressed by
citizens across the city during the 1986 budget hearings, thousands of
people attended their local budgct hearings.

There were two very different attitudes about citizen participation by
top administrators this year. Some administrators, district
superintendents and principals actively encouraged parents and citizens to
participate in the hearings and to use the hearings as an opportunity to
let the schools hear from the community. They openly encouraged the kind
of partnership between the community and the schools that PA 84-126
intended.

14
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The 1987 City-wide Committe on School Budget Hearings, the committee
charged by the General Superintendent to recommend guidelines for the
budget hearings, exemplified this openness and cooperation. The 1986
City-wide Committee on School Budget Hearings was comprised exclusively of
principals and representatives from the district and central
administration. In 1987, the membership of the City-wide Committee was
expanded to include three LSIC presidents and representatives from three
civic/community organizations, including the Panel. The City-wide
Committee, and especially the committee chair, Frank Lucentes, were very
responsive to recommendations for improving the budget process made by the
Panel and other committee members. Because of this committee’s work,
changes in procedures and budge. materials were made to improve the budget
hearings and respond to the criticism made after last year’s hearings.

While this was very encouraging, district and school level staff still
practiced the same kind of active discouragement during the 1987 budget
hearings as was documented in the 1986 report.

Some administrative staff, including the General Superintendent,
portrayed the hearings as a time for the community to be told by the
schools and not a time for the schools to hear from parents about changes
or improvements to the budgets or school programs which were desired.
Dismissing the hearings as simply a time for citizens to learn about their
schools undermined the concepts of school accountability and meaningful
citizen participation; thus, the Board really conducted tellings rather
than hearings.

Some Board members along with some top administrative staff further
discouraged the budget hearing process by publicly depicting the hearings
as a burdensome and useless annoyance which was costing the system over
one million dollars a year. When the Panel challenged this figure,
budget staff checked their figures and reported that it actually cost one
half million dollars a year. However, even the half million dollar figure
was inflated: first, by charging normai staff rime against the budget
hearing costs, and secondly, by assuming that 50% of the schools would
have second budget hearings and based calculated costs on that
assumption. Except for custodians who worked in the evening during the
first and second budget hearings, other personnel simply worked their
normal time period. The reai cost was approximately $154,875 in 1986 and
$171,067 in 1987. (See Table 1).

B. Budget Materials

1986: Although the Department of Financial Planning and Budgeting
did an admirable job last year in preparing materials in a short time,
parents and other citizens found the materials which they received
difficult to understand. According to the legislation, the LSICs are




Table I

GIICA BOARD CF' EDUCATTON'S ESTIMATED SCHOQL BASE BUDGETING
OOSTS AND THE CHICAGO PANEL'S RESPCNSE

FOARD CF ED CHICAGO PANEL,  BOARD OF BD GIICACO PANEL
I. MARQI DUDCET IFEARING COUIS 19686 FIGURES 1986 FIGURES 1987 FIGURES 1987 FIGURES

A, Persamel costs:

Cost of custodians, engineers, and school $125,000 $125,000 $143,250 $130,000
mintenance assistants for Merch Budget

Bearings

Principals in-services, preperation 259,500 0 64,550 0

tire, meeting (first and second budget
hearings), and assessment of vote results

District superintendents in-service and 6,400 0 10,522 0
preparation time

School Clerks time for duplication, 80,600 0 92,368 0
dissemination and tabulation of hearing

resuits

Budget Department/Operation fnalysis 29,100 0 83,920 0

time: two muths times director, budget
menoger, budget staff, and operations
analysis time plus other central
office staff time

B. Materials Costs:
Duplication, printing and distribution costs 15,555 15,555 23,267 23,267
Publie Announcements 1,000 1,000 10,000 10,000

C. Secord Buiget Hearing Perscnrel Costs:

Board figures assume 50% of schools held 75,000 14,8715 85,950 7,800
secord hearings, Panel figures reflect
actual mubers,
TOTAL OGSTS FOR BUDGET HEARINGS $592,155 $156,430 $513,827 $171,067
COST PER SCHOQL, (531) $1,115 295 $968 $2

16
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responsible for conducting the budget hcarings; however, the

LSIC members did not understand the budget documents, for the most part,
nor did they receive their documents in time to get lielp in analyzing

them.

1987: Because of the cooperation and hard work of the Director of
the Department of Financial Planning and Budgeting and her staff, many
changes were made in the budget materials to make them more understandable
by citizens and building staff. The changes were made in several areas:

1) Language - many specific words which confused pareats last year
were replaced with more understandable terms.

2) Format - changes in document format were made to avoid last year’s
confusion.

3) Material - in 1986, a budget summary was sent home to parents
which was confusing and did little to enlighten them about their
school’s budget. This year, parents received a program budget
which showed how many staff and what costs were assigned to each
educational program in the school. They also received a
narrative explanation defining terms used in the summary. In
addition, they received a summary of their school’s

; discretionary funds, which are subject to disapproval by the

: Local School Improvement Council.

C. In-service Training

1986: Only principals received training in preparation for the
1986 budget hearings. This training did not emphasize encouraging
parental participation. There were many principals who were resistant to
the budget in-service workshops and to the whole concept of school based
budgeting and who performed poorly at their local school budget hearings.

1987: In addition to training principals, in-service workshops
this year involved district administrators, district council presidents,
and LSIC presidents. A city-wide workshop was held in January to which
district superintendents, one principal from each district, and the
district educational advisory council presidents were invited. They
received training on the budget hearing process, guidelines, and budget
documents.

In turn, in-service training was provided at each district by the
staff of the Department of Financial Planning and Budgeting, a member of
the district administrator’s staff, the principal who attended the
city-wide workshop, and the district educational advisory council
president. Other central office staff were available for specific
questions. School principals and their LSIC presidents received joint
training at these district level training sessions. Parent leaders
received valuable training to help them conduct the budget hearings, and
: they and their principals received the same information at the same time,
. helping to eliminate much of the misinformation prevalent during last
- year's hearings.

Q 17
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It was the responsibility of the district superintendents to notif y
their principals to attend their district in-service workshops. The
principals, in turn, were responsible for notif ying their LSIC presidents
of the date and purpose of the workshops.

Although the recommendation to hold joint training sessions was
approved by the Superintendent, the implementation of the sessions was not
without problems. The early joint district-level in-services were not
well attended by LSIC presidents; many presidents were either not
informed or informed at tke last minute by their principals. One district
administration, in disregard for the guidelines established by the
Superintendent concerning the joint workshops, planpred two workshops, one
for principals and one for LSIC presidents. When the Chicago Panel
pointed out this problem to appropriate Board personnel, the district
superintendent invited parents to both sessions. It came as no surprise
that few parents attended the principals’ session, since they were invited
at the last minute, it was held during an afternoon on which their
children were not in school, and it was held in a location far from their
homes, outside the district.

For the most part, district superintendents did an adequate to
excellent job of informing their principals of the in-service and
overseeing the actual training. One district superintendent went even
further and notified each LSIC president by mail, emphasizing the
importance of the presidents’ role during the budget hearings. For the
most part, in those places where communication to parent leaders was
inadequate or !acking, the fault rested with the building principal. Of
the 163 LSIC presidents surveyed by the Panel concerning their
participation in the in-service training workshops, 70% had attended the
workshops. Several others were invited but did not attend, and still
others were not invited.

Throughout the 55 presentations and workshops Panel staff gave to
prepare LSIC members for the 1987 budget hearing, the Panel found a change
in parents’ attitudes towards the hearings. Parents were much more
enthusiastic and interested this year. The school-level training sessions
given by the Panel last year averaged seven to eight parents; this year,
the average was 25 to 30 parents. Parents wanted information so they
could participate in the hearings rather than be passive observers.

The dual training of principals and LSIC presidents at the
Board-sponsored workshops engendered much of this enthusiasm. Including
the LSIC presidents in the workshops reinforced the importance of their
role in the budget process. Additionally, each LSIC president received
the same budget packet as his/her principal. Last year, the LSIC
presidents only received the same material that all other parents received
just two weeks prior to the hearings. The 1987 packets contained one copy
of all the local school budget material which would be used at the
hearings, providing the LSIC presidents with ample material and sufficient
time to prepare for the hearings. LSIC presidents and principals also
received two booklets prepared by the Department of Financial Planning and
Budgeting. One of these booklets, Guide to School Budget Hearings,
contained valuable information for both the principals and LSIC
presidents.
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II. ASSESSMENT OF 1987 BUDGET HEARINGS
A. March Budget Meetings

On March 10th and 12th, the Chicago Board of Education held its second
annual School Site Budget Hearings in 451 clementary and 73 high schools
across the city. According to Board figures released in March, 1987 a
total of 9,083 parents, teachers, residents, and other interested persons
attended these kearings. In 1987, parents represented 52% of the total
which was similar to 1986 figures. Teachers represented 29% of the
total, a 5% drop from last year. Residents comprised 6% of the total,
close to last year’s figure of 7%, and others represented 12% of the
total, up from 8% last year. There was greater teacher representation at
the clementary schools than the high schools - 31% in clementary and 21%
in high schools. Conversely, there was greater parent representation at
the high school level with 61% parents compared to 52% at the elementary
hearings.

Seventy-nine percent of those voting at the high schools approved
their budgets while 19% disapproved and 3% abstained. The approval rate
at the elementary schools was 80% with 14% disapproving and 7%
abstaining. For all school heraings, 7,254 voted to approve their local
school budgets (80%) while 1,244 (14%) voted to disapprove and 585 (6%)
abstained. A total of 481 schools {92%) approved their budget, 41
disapproved and two tied (a tie was considered 2 disapproval). Last year,
67 (13%) out of 537 schools disapproved their budget, including six tie
votes.

In the 43 schools which rejected their budgets, 75% of those in
attendance were parents compared to 53% parent attendance in ail schools.
An overwhelming number of parents, 89%, voted to reject their school
budgets. Ninety-two percent of residents and 79% of other voted to
disapprove. On the other hand, only 44% of the teachers disapproved the
budgets in these 43 schools.
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Actual school level data were supplied by the Board of Education in
April, 1986 and published in the Panel’s 1986 assessment report. This
data contained individual school attendance and voting records. The
guidelines published by the Board clearly state that the results of the
budget hearing will be telephoned to the district superintendent within 48
‘ hours after the votes are tabulated and sumitted in writing to the
¢ district of fice within 5 working days. After several calls to the
: Department of Operations Analysis and Planning, the Panel was informed
that the data received at the district of fices was inaccurate and the
principals were asked to resubmit the accurate data. According to the
Director of the Department of Operations Analysis and Planning, many
principals submitted voting records in which the number of people in
attendance was identical to the number of people voting. Since priacipals
cannot vote, every school should have had at least one more in attendance
than the number who voted. There was also confusion concerning the
categories of eligible voters. Some of the voters fit more than one
category (parents who voted under residents or parents who were also
teachers in the school). There were few reported problems concerning this
issue in 1986 and no explanation given for the confusion this year.

The Panel finally received the revised data included in this report
almost three months after the hearings. At that time the Panel staff was
told that the information was still incomplete and not totally accurate.
The school level budget hearing data prepared by the Board is in
Appendix I. The Panel has attempted to correct obvious errors in the
Board’s calculations in these tables.

B. Panel Survey

In late February, 1987, the Panel mailed surveys to all LSIC
presidents and followed up with phone calls beginning in March and
concluding in May. (See Appendix II) The survey had two parts: the first
part contained questions about the 1957 budget hearings and the second
part contained questions about the work of the Local School Improvement
Councils. From the 535 LSICs on file with the Illinois State Board of
Education, 137 presidents (26%) responded to the survey questions on the
1987 budget hearings.

Attendance: According to Chicago Board reports, 9,083 persons
attended budget hearings; 57% were parents, 35% were teachers, 9% were
residents, and 6% others. A total of 2,335 persons attended the hearings
held in the survey’s 137 schools. Of these, 57% were parents, 35%
teachers, 9% residents, and 6% others. The surveyed schools had a higher
number of persons disapproving the proposed budget than the city-wide
figure - 65% voted to approve and 26% voted to disapprove. Of the 137
schools, school budgets in 27 schools were rejected, a higher ratio than
the city-wide data. (See Appendix III)

20




Hearing Management: Most responding LSIC presidents f¢ ¢ the
hcarings were conducted well, the budget explanations were adequate and
most questions were sufficiently answered. Many presidents expressed
confidence in their ability to explain the budget and lead the meeting.
Others stressed that, at the school level, the tensions, unpreparedness
and antagonisms were gone and in their place was a sense of partnership.
This is in strong contrast to last year’s hearings when many principals
and most parents were confused and poorly informed, with the exception of
the parents trained at Region PTA and Panel workshops. This year, the
Panel again provided workshops to prepare parents and other residents for
the budget hearings. Thes: workshops, coupled with the joint LSIC
president and principal workshops sponsored by the Board, resulted in
better informed parents and principals. Unlike the 1986 budget hearings
when no LSIC presidert conducted the the budget portion of the meeting,
24% of the hearings were conducted by LSIC presidents and 46% were jointly
conducted by the presidents and principals. Only 32% of the hearings were
solely conducted by the principals.

While it was encouraging to have many more presidents and principals
well informed about the mechanics of the budget hearing, few principals
strayed from the rhetoric of formulas and union contract restrictions as
reasons for being unable to change their budgets. Many LSIC presidents
were primed to tackle their budgets and talk about school improvement at
the hearings and instead were met with the same resistance as last year.
The presidents had studied their schools’ discretionary budgets and yet

were told that even funds for textbooks and supplies could not be changed
because they were set by formula, again ignoring the fact that funds for
these areas could be increased and had, indeed, increased in the past.

Parents were also told overtly and covertly that disapproving the
budget was a waste of time, it cost the system money to hold a second
budget hearing, and it reflected badly on the principal. In fact, one
LSIC president reported that when her principal’s budget was disapproved,
he publicly said that if he knew his budget was going to be disapproved he
would have made more teachers come to the hearing and vote for approval.
Other presidents reported that their principals asked the teachers to come
to the hearings and vote for approval.

C. Recommendations and Objections: The following is a list of
recommendations and/or objections raised at the local budget hearings as
reported by the surveyed LSIC presidents. In those surveys where comments
were given, 16 presidents reported that no one made any recommendations or
had objections; however, 88 other presidents reported the following
comments:

55% recommended extra funds for textbooks

50% recommended extra funds for supplies

50% recommended extra funds for maintenance and repairs
32% recommended increases in staff

32% recommended increases for furniture and equipment
21% recommended more or different programs

16% recommended better prepured lunches

13% recommended more funds for computers and software

2l
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Last ycar the Panel recorded comments only from those schools that
disapproved their budgets. The above com~ents were made by persons in
schools that approvec as well as disapproved their budgets. Participants
overwhelmingiy voiced the need for more textbooks and supplies just as was
the case in 1986. One differe:ice is noted in the increase in
recommendations for better maintenance and repairs seen in 50% of the
schools in which objections were made. (See Appendix III)

Many parents reported to the Panel that disapproving their budget was
futile since the Board would ot change anything. This was reinforced
over and over again by di“ferent principals, administrators, and parent
leaders who made the same statement even on the night of the budget
hearings. The Board was mistaken, however, to believe that having fewer
disapproved budgets meant people were more content than last year. The
Panel survey clearly indica«es that even those who approved their budgets,
many times because they thought that disapproving it was a futile act,
were in no way content with their present situation.

D. The Hearing Review Process

An important change in procedure recommended by the City-Wide
Committee on Budget Hearings was the review process for schools with
disapproved budgets. After a school budget was rejected, that school’s
principal, Local School Improvement Council president. the district
superintendent, and the district educational advisory council president
were tc meet, before March 27th, in ovder to discuss the reasoas for
disapproval and collectively try to find budget remedies for these
problems. It was then the responsibiiity of the district superintendent
to forward these recommendations to the General Superintendent. The
district superintendent’s recommendations and the Board’s respnnse would
then De presented at the second budget hearing.

While this new process held great promise for the kind of enhanced
decision-making at the local level encouraged in PA 84-126, even its
implementation was obstructed and compromised. In late March, after
several parents complained to the Panel that the hearing review process
had not been held at their school, Panel staff contacted many district
administrators and principals of schools with rejected budgets to find out
when their review meetings would be held. Several of the principals and
district administrators were quite annoyed at the Panel for asking and
were very vague abcut when the meetings would be held. The Panel was able
to gather information from 27 of the 43 schools which were supposed to
hold second budget hearings.

RIS
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Of the 27 LSIC presidents or principals contacted during this period;
only twelve (44%) had met on or before March 27th. The Panel also
learned that the district advisory council president in at least one
district (District 5) had not been invited or informed of her role in the
process. Many of the disapproved schools held their hearing reviews
during the last few days before the second budget hearings, indicating not
only a disregard for the guidelines, but also a cavalier attitude about
the importance of the hearing review process. An LSIC president in
District 3 who had inquired about her school’s hearing review date was
told by a district administrator that since the review had not been held
by the 27th, the recommendations made at the review would be meaningless.

E. Second Budget Meetings

Budgets at forty-one schools were disapproved along with tie votes
at two schools, Pasteur and McDowell. According to legislation, a tic
vote is to be treated as a disapproval. The law states:

"When the budget is rejected by a simple majority or a tie vote of
those voting, each School Council shall conduct a second meeting
within the time period and for the purpose specified in Section

34-18b(2) of The School Code."

However, the March 20, 1987 Board report which described the outcome of
the second annual budget hearing, omitted the two tied schools from the
list of individual school data on disapproved budgets. (See Appendix IV)
In fact, one of the tied schools, McDowell, never held the second budget
hearing as mandated by law. After the first budget hearing, the McDowell
LSIC president asked her principal about the second budget hearing date.
The principal knew nothing about it. When the LSIC president called the
district of fice, she was told there was not going to be a second meeting.

On April 6th and 9th, forty-two schocls met for the second time to
receive the Board’s response to their objections. Because of the dual
training of LSIC presidents and principals, the hearing review process,
and the severe criticism the Board received in 1986 for not altcring any
budgets, parents were hopeful that this year some budgets would be
revised. The Board did not change any budgets, and for the second year
the Chicago Board of Education completely disregarded both the spirit and
letter of the law by not even attempting to make "modify the budget as
near as possible to meet the objections of the voters at the meeting. The
Board again insulted and enraged the community by portraying itsclf as
wanting meaningful community involvement and then obstructing cvery
opportunity for it to take place.
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The Board has been severely criticized by the community as well as the
Panel for ignoring the needs expressed during the 1986 hearings for more
textbooks and supplies while reducing those funds in the 1987 badgst. In
answer to this criticism, the Board has asked the legislature to increase
the tax rate in the Textbook Fund thus showing, in their own words, how
"accountable” they are to the community. Raising taxes is not the Panel’s
idea of accountability; however, reallocating funds and reprioritizing the
budget is.

The one positive change which took place at the second budget hearings
was that, unlike last year, participants were asked to vote on the budget
at the second budget hearing. While this vote was only advisory, it
allowed participants another opportunity to let the Board hear from them.
Of the schools for which the Panel has data, 54% approved the second
budget and 46% disapproved it. (See Appendix V)
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II1. LOCAL SCHOOL ADVISORY COUNCILS
A. Adoption of Guidelines

S:hool Year 1985-86: Although the legislation which mandated
Local School Improvement Councils was passed in the summer )f 1985, the
Chicago Board of Education did little more than allow councils to be
established during 1985-86. The legislation called for the establishm~nt
of local councils early in the fall, but it was not until November of 1985
that the Deputy Superintendent of Schools convened a committee of parents
and other citizen leaders to consider guidelines for the LSICs and
District Educational Advisory Councils. The guidelines were adopted in
late January, 1386. While councils were established last winter, they
did not function as was intended either in the spirit or the letter of the
law. Few if any LSICs actually conducted the local school budget hearings
and no LSIC was allowed to disapprove the principal’s discretionary funds
in 1986. The excuse given for this inaction was that the Chicago Board
of Education had not approved the list of programs and funds which were
considered discretionary. Until the Board approved a list, the councils
were considered to have no disapproval rights.

During the winter and spring of 1986, the Illinois State Board of
Education (ISBE) clearly stated to the Pancl and to the Chicago Board of
Education the range of items which were to be considered discretionary.
In April, 1986, the Deputy Superintendent rclcased a bulletin which stated
that only supplies and textbooks and gifts or grants in the principal’s
internal accounts of less than $1,000 were considered discretionary at the
local level. This list was not accepted by the Illinois State Board of
Education. In a letter to the Deputy Superintendent and again in
conversations with Panel staff, the ISBE clearly stated that those funds
considered discrctionary included: supplementary State Title I, gifted,
desegregation, Chapter I and State Bilingual funds along with textbooks,
supplies, and the entire principal’s internal accounts.

School Year 1986-87: Finally, in the fall of 1926, more than a yecar
after the passage of this legislation, the Deputy Superintendent and a
committee of staff, parent and civic leaders agreed to a list of
discretionary funds closely matching ISBE’s with two cxceptions:

1) Only money used for instructional materials and supplies for gifted
programs would be considered discretionary.

2) Only if the principal had authority to determine how decsegregation
funds were spent would those funds be considered discretionary.
However, if the decision on fund use was made at the Central Office,
then the desegregation program funds were not considered
discretionary.
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In December, 1986, the members of the Chicago Board of Educution voted
to exclude ECIA Chapter I funds and Srate Bilingual funds as part of the
approved list of discretionzary funds. ECIA courcil leaders had complained
to the Board that defining Chapter I fuads as discretionary would diminish
the ECIA local advisory courcils’ influence over programs designed to
serve disadvantaged students.

The Chicage Panel protested this serious exclusion i'or several
reasons. The ECIA advisory councils are no longer mandated by federal law
and exist in Chicago at the whim of the Board; they have no legal standing
or rights of disapproval as do Local Schonl Advisory Councils. The
Chicago Board of Education had been extremely reticent to ‘mplement the
legislation requiring local school councils and according them disapproval
rights over discretion:ry funds. Furthermore, because Chapter I and State
Bilingual monies accounted for the vast majority of discretionary funds
(this is especially true in schools most in need of school improvement),
excluding them greatly diminishes the new powers accorded to parents and
citizens to improve their local schools. Furthermore, the exclusion of
staff position choices which are made by the principal, from the arena of
discretion, also greatly diminishes citizen involvement in shaping a local
school education program which will be responsive to the needs of a
neighborhood’s children.

The lllinois State Board of Education sbdicated its authority by
refusing to become involved in this development. In a letter sent by the
Illinois State Board to the Deputy Superintendent in August, 1986, the
State Board’s position was quite clear. They wrote, "The key focus to
discretionary funds for the district superintendent or the principal is
whether they have the authority to approve the expenditure of the funds in
question." Clearly, Chapter I and at least some State Bilingual funds fit
this description and until December, 1986, the State Board agreed and
promoted their inclusion. However, when the Panel protested the school
system’s exclusion of these funds, the Superintendent of the Illinois
State Board of Education responded by saying that the State Board would
not involve itself in the determination of which funds were discretionary.

B. Survey of Implementation of Local School Improvement Councils

In order to measure the Board’s implementation of Local School
Improvement Councils, the Panel surveyed LSIC presidents. (Appendix VI) A
survey was sent to each president by mail followed by phone calls from
Panel staff members. Approximately one third of the clementary school
LSIC presidents (151) and 20% of the high school LSIC presidents (15)
responded to this part of the survey, a total of 166 schools. (See
Appendix VII)
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Council membership: Membership in the LSICs ranged from as few as
three to several hundred people. Total membership for the 151 schools
which answered this question was 8,770. Approximately 79% were parents,
7% were community members, 12% were teachers, 1.3% were students and less
than 1% other. In at least six of the schools surveyed, membership was
open to all interested parents, teachers and community members. In these
large LSICs, the elected board carried on the work of the council.
Approximately 19% of the LSICs had less than 70% parent membership (28),
as mandated by PA 84-126, and 18% (27) were totally made up of parents.

Council Meetings: Over 70% of t* - councils met once a month; 4%
met twice a month. Eleven percent met every two months, 7.8% met every
three months, and 6% met less than three times a year. Although,
according to established guidelines, LSICs were to be in every school by
October 15th, two councils surveyed had only met once and one had not met
as of May 5, 1987.

Most councils met during the day (61.8%); 15.2% met only at night and
23% meet at times during the day and other times at night. The most
frequent place to meet was the local school. Eight-three percent of the
LSICs met at their schools while only 3.6% met outside the school even
though the law allows for meeting in other public places. Several
councils met both in the school and at other public places (13.3%).

Meeting Attendance: Principals or principals’ representatives are
mandated to attend every meeting of the Local School Improvement Council;
however, only 79.9% of those surveyed stated that their principals or
representatives always attended their meetings. Another 17.7% sometimes
attended their meeting and 2.4% of those survey stated that their
principal has never attended their meetings. It is recommended but not
mandated that the school engineer and lunchroom manager be invited to LSIC
meetings. Of the 165 LSIC presideats who responded to whether either of
these staff persons attended their LSIC meetings, 64.8% responded that one
or both always attended their meetings, 6.7% sometimes attended and 28.5%
never attended or have never been invited to attend the meetings.

Discretionary Funds: As was previously stated in this report, the
Chicago Board of Education did little more than establish LSICs in
1985-86. The excuse for this inaction was that the Chicago Board of
Education had not adopted a list of discretionary funds and until they
did, the councils had no disapproval rights. On November 5, 1986, a list
of discretionary funds was finally adopted. As of four to six months
later, the time the Panel’s survey was taken, less than half (48.5%) of
the principals had regulary submitted proposals to their LSICs before
spending discretionary funds. Another quarter (22.7%) sometimes submitted
proposals before spending from their discretionary funds, and 28.5% had
never submitted a proposal to their LSICs before spending from their
discretionary funds.
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Even as late as May, 1987, some principals were submitting proposals for
the first time. Several other presidents informed the Panel that the
principals simply asked them to sign off on the expenditures without
meeting with the full council. The presidents were told to do this
because the principals needed to make the expenditure immediately, thus
circumventing meeting with the total council and discussing the
expenditure.

According to the Illinois School Code, a Local School Improvement
Council has the power to disapprove all obligations or expenditures of the
principal’s discretionary fund. The principal must submit 2 written
proposal to the council before these appropriations may be 2xpended. If
the council fails to adopt a motion to disapprove a proposed expenditure
or oblitgation within thirty days of the date specified in a written
proposal submitted to the council by the principal, the proposed
expenditure or obligation shall be deemed to Le acceptable. More than
half of the principals in the Panel’s survey have either not followed the
Illinois School Code or, since November 5th, have not spent any money for
textbooks, supplies, supplementary State Title I, instructional materials
and supplies for gifted programs, or held fundraisers.

Of the 116 LSICs in the Panel survey to whom proposals have been
submitted, only 5 (4%) have ever disapproved a proposal. Two councils
disapproved spending for textbooks and supplies, and oxe for just
textbooks. Another council disapproved spending for supplementary State
Title I and one disapproved spending from the principal’s internal
accounts.

Local School Improvement Council Management: All Local School
Improvement Councils were to have adopted bylaws no later than two
meetings after the initial meeting. A large majority of LSICs in the

survey (80%) have done this. Several others are in the process of

adopting bylaws sometime this Spring. Over half the LSICs have done needs
assessments at their schools and 42.3% have developed school improvement
plans. Neither the needs assessments nor school improvement plans are
required by law or the Board’s guidelines. It is encouraging that the
councils are assessing the needs in their schools and developing plans to
address them.
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IV. SIGNIFICANCE FOR THE FUTURE

The movement to involve citizens in the local schools and in the
institutions of public education is not new. What is new is the type of
involvement being encouraged in recent years. For the last several
decades, most parent and citizen involvement was limited to servicing the
schools: raising money through bake sales, volunteering to chaperone
class outings, or supplying tutors for the classroom. Only recently has
there been an effort to reinvolve parents and community residents in the
decision-making process around local urban schools. In smaller school
districts in which the members of the Board of Education are more
accessible to their neighbors and fellow citizens, such involvement,
whether formal or informai, has been maintained. Such has not been true
in large urban school systems.

There have been many barriers to meaningful citizen involvement in the
Chicago Public Schools. Parents and citizens often feel intimidated when
visiting the local school, feeling as if their presence was an intrusion,
as if their opinions were not worthy. Parents who have full time jobs,
are goor, do not have a car, do not have access to day care, or are
raising their children alone are common in urban school systems. All
these realities make it difficult to sustain parental involvement.

However, in other cities, these barriers have been overcome through
school accountability movements in which parents and citizens are
genuinely involved in shaping school improvement and in other school
systems in which there is a strong commitment by the administration for
shared governance.

After assessing the Board’s implementation of PA 84-126 over the last
two years, the member organizations of the Chicago Panel believe that the
General Superintendent is not committed to shared governance in the
Chicago Public Schools nor has the Board shown its desire to involve
parents and other citizens in meaningful decision-making at the local
level.

The budget hearings have not produced changes in schooi budgets nor
had any effect on school improvement because of the unwillingness of the
Board to allow this to happen. The Local School Improvement Councils’
discretionary disapproval rights have been so limited in scope that the
councils have little power to participate in school improvement. Without
a broader interpretation of discretionary funds and a new approach to
shared governance at the local level, the intentions of PA 84-126 to bring
about school accountability and improvement will continue to be unmet.
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Appendix II

BUDGET HEARING SURVEY

How many of the budget hearing participants were (please write number):
Parents Residents Teachers ______ Other: TOTAL

Your school budget was: Approved Disarproved

The vote was (please write number): For Against TOTAL

The explanation of the school budget was:

Complete and informative Adequate Incoup .ce

Were all the questions raised at the budget hearing sufficiently answered?
Yes No Not certain (please explain):

Who conducted your budget hearing: Principal LSIC President
Othe» (please specify):

b e s

The recommendations/objections raised were (check as many as apply):

Need for more textbooks

Need for more educational supplies

Need for more equipment/furniture

Need for imnroved maintenance and repairs
To have more computers/software in the school
The need for more staff

Tke need for more programs

The need for longer school hours

Provide extra funds for summer programs
The need for better prepared lunch food
Other (please specify):

1.

2.

3.

NN NN NN N
N N N N N N N N N

The Panel provides technical assistance to schools and commurity
organizations. Would you like assistance? Yes No

Your Name (pleasa print):

Address: Zip Code

Phone Number:

Are you the LSIC president at your school? Yes No
-18-
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Appendix V

SCHOCL. BUIGET HEARINGS
CHIZAGO PUBLIC SGOALS
MARCH 10 & 12, 1987

: SO DIST OUDOME APEV'G DISAPP'G VOTING  PARENTS RESINTS TEACHERS OTHRS PRINT
: GARVY 1 + + + + 2 8 1 0 1 10 :
; BURLEY 3  Approved 6 0 6 : 1 2 0 3 6
: FRANKLIN 3 Approved 9 0 g: 6 0 2 i 12
B SCHUBERT 4 Disapproved 2 17 19 : 20 2 y 3 29
; FUNSTCN 5 Disapproved 6 8 14 9 1 2 2 i
’ MONROE 5 Disapproved 0 7 T: 6 1 1 2 10
B RYERSON 5 Disapproved 0 . 9 Qq 0 0 & 13
SIGHE 5 Approved 8 0 8: 8 0 0o 1 9 :
PRITZKER 6 Approved 24 0 24 19 0 5 i 5
SABIN 6 Disapproved 0 3H 35 35 0 5 1 Y I
QAK, M. 7 Approved 7 2 9: 3 0 )} 2 9
SALAZAR 8 Approved 16 1 17 9 0 6 2 17
OORERY 10 Disapproved 3 23 25 25 0 1 4 30 :
LIBEY 12 Approved 6 0 6 : 5 0 1 0 € :
PASTHIR 12  Approved 5 1 6 : 3 1 2 0 6
TWAIN 12  Approved 9 e 9: 7 0 2 2 11
WIRTH 14  Approved 3 2 5: 3 0 0 2 5
LEE 15  Approved 38 6 uy 33 5 6 3 47T =
CUFFE 16  Approved 15 2 17 10 1 y 2 17
DX 17 Disapproved 2 11 13: 9 1 0 & 1
MANN 17 Disapproved 1 23 24 * ¥ L LI
McDOWELL 17 * : :
O'KEEFFE 17 Disapproved 3 3 6 : 3 0 2 3 8 :
MARSH 19 Disappoved * * L 5 1 0o 2 8 :
FARRAGUT 32 Approved 24 0 24 17 y 6 3 30 :
MORGAN PARK 33 Disapproved 1 12 13 ¢ 8 3 2 0 13
TOTAL: 188 162 350 : 261 23 5 51 390
PERCENTAGE: 54% u6g  100% : e7% 6% ug 13%  100%
Notes: + no vote was taken
* second meeting was nct held
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Appendix VI

SN A1 g0y

: SURVEY

School Name:

PART I: LOCAL SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT COUNCIL SURVEY
Please £111 in the following information as accurately as you can. Thank youl

. How many members are in your Local School Improvement Council (LSIC)?

—
H

; How cany are (please write in nunber): Zarents? __ Community members?
H Teachers? Students? Other (please specify):

How often does your LSIC meet: Twice a month

Once 2 month
Other (pleasa specify)

: When are your LSIC meezings held? Day Evening Weekends
N Whers are your LSIC mestings held? School Bank Field House
¢ 2olice Station Other (please specify):

Please check the category chat best applies, using the guideline below.

Some-
Alvays times Rarely Never
1. How often does yous principal actcend your LSIC () () () )

Jeetings?

2. Has your principal submitted to your LSIC a () () () )
proposal before sgending from his/her discre-
tionary funds?

3. Has your LSIC disapproved any such proposal (please ) C) ) ()
give details on a blank piece of paper)?

4. Have the following attended your LSIC meeting when
inviced:

(3) the building engineer? () () ) ()
(b) the lunchroom manager? () ( ()

5. How often has your LSIC disapproved spending for:
(a) ctextbooks? () () () ()
(b) supplies? ) () () ()
(c) Supplemencary State Title I? () () () ()
(d) Gifted program paterials? () () () ()
(e) Desegregation programs? ) ) ) )
(f) money raised from the scho-l's fundraisers () () () )

in the principal’s internal accounts?
IEs ro
6. Has Your LSIC dore a needs assessment on your ) ()
school?

7. Has your LSIC developed a school improvement plan? () ()

8. Has your LSIC president received training on che ) ()
budger hearing from his/her discrice office?

9. Hasvyour LSIC wricten its bylaws?




Appendix VII

1987 LOCAL SCHOCL IMPROVEMENT CCINCIL SURVEY

DAY EVENG! SGIOL OTHER|

{FRECUENCY COF MESTINGS
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